














 

 

 

 
 

   

    

    
  

     
      

      
      

   
      

  

    
   

      

  

  

  

    

    
     

       
     

     
 

         

    
 

   
     

   

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #2
 

December 4, 2012 

Attendees: See sign-in sheets 

Called to order at 9:00 a.m. 

David Nguyen thanked everyone for attending and participating, and stressed the importance of the 
group’s continued engagement as the study progresses. TAC members introduced themselves. 

Tony Barth explained that TAC Meeting #2 is intended as both a preview of what will be presented to 
the public at the 2nd public meetings on December 5th and 6th, and as an opportunity for TAC members 
to review the design options in some detail and ask questions as well as provide any early feedback on 
pros and cons. He explained that the PIM will be conducted in an open-house format with a looping 
power-point demonstration available at all times. Study team representatives will be available, and all of 
the displays shown today will be displayed at both PIM venues (Tommy Thompson Youth Center and 
Marquette University High School). 

Tony then asked if there were any questions regarding the minutes prepared for TAC Meeting #1. There 
were no questions or comments. 

Jason Lynch walked through a number of handouts (see attached): 

•	 Project schedule update 

•	 “Funnel” (screening process) 

•	 “Monopoly board” (NEPA process depiction) 

•	 Summary of PIM #1 Comments 

 Jeff Polenske asked if some comments, concerns, or preferences were more frequently 
heard than others, and requested that WisDOT break down comments by the number 
received (for example, numbers of comments favoring the addition of a 4th lane when 
compared to those opposing the addition of a 4th lane). 

o	 Jason explained that there were a number of comments regarding access and that 
we are looking for patterns in comments but not quantifying them. 

 Brian Bliesner asked if any measurable public feedback requested that access be removed. 

o	 Jason said that they received some comments requesting access be closed due to 
safety. 

 Tony pointed out that the majority of the comments requested that a specific access point 
remain, although other points could be closed depending on personal interest or priorities. 

•	 Preliminary data about local traffic and commuter traffic numbers 



 

  
   

 

     
   

  

     

         
    

   
  

         
     

 

    
      

 

   

      
    

  

     
      

    
   

     
      

    
    

  

      

     
  

 

      
   

 
  

  

         
     

o	 Results from an aerial video survey of traffic and travel patterns will be available 
soon, and will provide additional insight into the traffic information provided by 
SEWRPC. 

o	 Both through (commuter) and local (using project-area interchanges) traffic will be 
quantified and considered as the alternatives development process continues. 

•	 Cemetery area challenges 

 Pete asked if any plots were moved the first time they built I-94. 

o	 Bethaney Bacher-Gresock said approximately 40 had been moved, but now we also 
need to consider the historic landmark status of the Wood National Cemetery and 
Soldiers Home complex (there were fewer issues and coordination requirements 
prior to the passage of NEPA legislation in the late 1960s). 

 Jason stated that it is a highly unusual situation to have cemeteries on both sides of an 
interstate and asked Bethaney if they had discovered any similar situations around the 
country. 

o	 Bethaney said that the study team is investigating that issue, and is aware of one 
project in the Hampton Roads VA area that may have some similarities to this 
corridor. 

•	 Noise Barriers Board 

o	 Jason reviewed the noise barrier board and explained that a WisDOT brochure will 
be available at PIM #2 explaining how noise barriers work and how/when they are 
considered as part of the project development process. 

Brad explained that the majority of comments received were suggestions to maintain access, although 
the comments often contradicted which access should stay open. Most of our designs incorporated 
maintaining access. There are many options that involve access consolidation throughout interchanges. 
There were many factors considered including safety, geometric issues, cemetery, adjacent residential 
and commercial property and landowners, and others. He pointed out that WisDOT is still early in the 
study phase, and that a number of refinements and changes will occur, to these and new design options, 
based on continuing engineering and traffic studies, and stakeholder feedback. The information 
presented and reviewed at TAC #3 (and PIM #3) next Spring will look different in some respects, and will 
include more information on design details and impacts. 

 Bethaney asked if, using the NEPA process, the options can be mixed and matched? 

o	 Brad said that yes, they can be mixed-and-matched with respect to separate 
sections of the project, individual interchanges, and access schemes and 
connections. 

 Tom Pettit explained that the study team has prepared a 3-ring binder with another wide 
range of initial design options that have already been dismissed from further consideration, 
based on likely traffic impacts, high construction costs, difficult geometry, and/or other 
factors.  These binders will be available at PIM #2 for attendees to review and provide 
comments on. 

Tom then did a more detailed walk-through of the design options developed by the project team to a 
greater level of detail, and have remained under consideration as PIM #2 approaches. 



 

   

    

        
   

 

  

      
 

    
   

      
      

      
 

  

    
     

  

       
   

 

   
  

       
   

     
     

    

   
   

         
   

      
      

      

     
 

      
   

•	 Replace in kind 

o	 No graves would be affected. 

o	 Crash rates would be even higher than the current rates, because of increasing 
traffic volumes and resulting congestion, and continued deterioration of the 
pavements and bridges. 

•	 Spot improvements 

o	 Include options like collector-distributor (C-D) roads, auxiliary lanes, and other discreet 
design improvements in specific locations. 

o	 These are mostly smaller fixes that would be utilized if stakeholders strongly oppose full 
modernization, if the overall program costs for more substantial alternatives are too 
large, or other factors. The largest of the spot improvements replaces the Stadium 
Interchange (including moving left-hand ramps to the right side), but only partially 
addresses project Purpose and Need objectives, and is a very high-cost stand alone 
element. 

•	 West Leg 

o	 1st option improves mainline movements by adding a parallel arterial next to the 
freeway between 70th Street and Hawley Road; this has a lower capacity than some of 
the other options displayed 

o	 2nd option includes frontage roads, which will maintain access to existing interchange 
cross streets, but would force traffic through intermediate intersections to reach some 
of them 

o	 3rd option includes C-D roads, which are higher capacity than frontage roads and 
separate turning (exiting and entering) traffic from the mainline traffic 

o	 4th option reviewed includes ramp braiding. This is the highest capacity solution;  it 
eliminates weaves and congestion between adjacent interchanges 

o	 Each has a traffic diagram showing what initial analyses indicate are LOS performance 
levels (A through F);  these will likely change as options are optimized, and as sections 
are mixed and matched across each leg 

o	 He noted that side road traffic hasn’t been analyzed yet;  intersection layouts and lane 
arrangements on side streets are subject to change 

 David indicated that all of the options presented today will be placed on WisDOT’s project 
website with an audio clip describing each option 

 Brad said we still don’t know the level of service for side roads or arterial road traffic data, 
so keep in mind that some of these may have more or less lanes depending on final 
numbers. The options are just a way to show how the different options will work. 

 Mike Duckett/Tom – clarified that C-D roads would be free-flow whereas frontage roads 
would have controlled intersections 

 Brad explained that the options often utilized the ATC corridor whenever possible. This has 
not been truthed with ATC;  additional coordination will occur with ATC and We Energies to 



 

    
 

    

         
    

           
  

     

          
     

   

   

     
     

       
 

         
    

       
     

   
 

  

   

   

    

       
  

 

   

   

     
      

 
 

  

     
    

 

validate these assumptions or require the study team to adjust the options to accommodate 
utility facilities 

 Pete asked if 55 mph C-D roads were considered. 

 Tom – we are looking at C-D road design speeds of 10 mph lower than mainline, with 
mainline likely at 60 mph 

 Tom – under each of these options, access would be maintained to and from both Hawley 
Road and 68th/70th. 

 Bethaney – do these use consolidated ramps? Is any access eliminated? 

 Tom – all of the options consolidate. This increases capacity and makes things run more 
smoothly. Depending on feedback and other traffic findings, the possibility exists that some 
access may still be eliminated completely, however. 

•	 Cemetery Area 

o	 Tom reviewed the various options and typical sections through the cemetery area, 
including both at-grade and double-deck options. Level of service changes (improves or 
drops) based on the amount of interchange traffic removed from the mainline and 
moved to the local lanes 

 Will – there would also be exceptions to shoulder width on some options which would affect 
traffic flow in the event of an accident/emergency vehicles/stopped or stalled vehicles 

 Brad – We looked at at-grade options that add lanes and/or shoulders. These result in grave 
relocations; while not presented as “current” options, they are in the 3-ring binder of other 
options considered. These could be analyzed again down the road but have been removed 
from consideration for now. 

•	 Stadium Interchange 

o	 Tom reviewed the various major types of interchanges: 

o	 Stacked and turbine 

 Pros - Good capacity and flow 

 Cons - Large footprint; hard to connect to the rest of the system (long 
transitions, particularly to the adjacent interchanges on 41/Miller Park Way at 
Wisconsin/Wells and Canal Street) 

o	 Single point urban interchange (SPUI) 

 Includes embedded access 

 Traffic doesn’t flow smoothly on the two-level option, which would implement 
traffic signals on 41/Miller Park Way. The 3-level SPUI works much better, as 
through trips in both the east-west and north-south directions are separated 
from the required signal(s) 

o	 Diamond 

 Traffic flow doesn’t work well (again, signals on 41/Miller Park Way is the 
primary reason);  additional traffic study may offer solutions or refinements to 
address the congestion 



 

     
  

   

      
  

  
      

   

  

  

  

      
   

 

  

   

   

    
    

   

       
    

  
     

    
        

 

          
       

  

      
 

       
 

      
   

     
    

      

 Modified echelon (three-level with 41 on one level, turning movements on 
another level, I-94 on a different level) 

•	 East Leg 

o	 Tom reviewed the range of four options displayed.  Before walking through them, he 
highlighted that impacts on the East Leg are considerable with some options, including 
residences, business relocations, substations, and a potential major realignment of the 
freeway. Impacts haven’t been quantified yet, but will be as the study continues. 

o	 Braids 

 Expensive, significant footprint 

 Moves well, reduces weave 

o	 Split diamond 

 Reduces weave on mainline, but the combination of traffic to/from both 35th 

and 27th Street interchanges will likely create congestion on the frontage roads 
between the two 

o	 C-D 

 Changes alignment, but impacts businesses and residents on south 

o	 Removing the 35th Street interchange 

 Eliminates access, which is a very sensitive topic and would have impacts to 
homes and businesses and would divert traffic to nearby parallel and 
intersecting city streets, with impacts to their operations 

Brad then opened the floor, indicating that WisDOT wants specific individual feedback from TAC 
members, but also requests that committee members act as a conduit disseminating information and 
providing us with feedback the committee receives. It’s important to remember and communicate that 
“increased capacity” can be misconstrued as meaning only the addition of a 4th lane along I-94.  There 
are a number of strategies related to increasing capacity;  the better way of describing this objective 
may be “improved level of service”. We have a lot of flexibility in how this objective can be achieved. 

Tony made several comments: 

•	 We will be receiving comments at PIM #2 specifically, but WisDOT is always open to receiving 
feedback, at all times. The study team will be happy to meet with neighborhood groups and 
other stakeholders, at their request 

•	 The next step is preparation of Section 2 (Alternatives) of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

•	 The next TAC/CAC meetings will be held around May and will include more refinements 
(relocation information, real estate impacts, and some cost information) 

•	 The full Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be completed in Fall 2013, and the Public 
Hearing will take place late in the year 

•	 A user survey intended to give the study team insight into users’ perspectives on congestion, 
safety, and other corridor features has been developed and will be available in person at PIMs 
and online on the website. We would like the committee to help get surveys out. 



 

 

  

      

       

       
   

       
 

 

 

    
      

Concluding Comments, Questions 

David stated the following: 

•	 We are requesting comments from the group, either now or by e-mail/phone. 

•	 He asked that everyone remember we are only 25 or 30% into the process. 

•	 This project is for the public. We welcome input and comments and concerns; we seek out and 
appreciate comments early and often. 

•	 As for impacts, we haven’t quantified too many yet. Costs and real estate needs are a significant 
priority, and every attempt will be made to strike the best balance between traffic service, 
improved safety, rebuilt infrastructure, and program costs. 

The meeting adjourned 10:30;  TAC members and the study team reviewed and discussed the design 
options and PIM #2 boards in an open-house format until approximately 11:00am. 









 

 
 

 

  

 

       

    

    

  

         

  

       
 

    
  

     
 

  

    
    

     
   

   
  

     

     
 

      
 

     

      
  

         
    

      

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #3 

March 20, 2013 
Attendees: See sign-in sheets.
 

Called to order at 1:00 p.m.
 

David Nguyen thanked everyone for coming and asked for introductions.
 

Jason Lynch explained purpose of meeting: to update and keep group involved in a group setting.
 

Jason went through the first ten slides.
 

Brad Heimlich discussed screening recommendations slides.
 

•	 West Leg 

 Chris Hiebert from SEWRPC clarified with Brad how ramp braids work. 

•	 Refinement Process 

 Jeff Polenske asked if the DOT is looking at how traffic will redirect during 
construction and the subsequent impacts. He expressed concern about local 
neighborhoods and also asked that the corridor not be too narrow or many local 
roads will be impacted. 

o	 Brad responded that we will be able to answer those questions after 
receiving traffic data and that will be a strong consideration. 

•	 Question/Answer 

 Debra Jensen noted that we are looking at stormwater. She asked if DOT 
coordinates with the DNR to look at safety and the increased volume of runoff. 
Debra explained that any increased volume could cause public safety issues and that 
a lot of work had been done in the Menomonee Valley by Milwaukee and 
Wauwatosa in regard to flooding. She expressed concern about having I-94 
compromise the flood management projects. 

o	 Brad said that the EIS does address stormwater quality and quantity 

 Debra stated that the peak was being used, not the actual volume. She urged the 
group to please consider both. 

o	 Brad explained retention facilities and any other footprint issues will be 
explored and addressed. 

 Bill Porter asked if the EIS addresses public transportation. 

o	 Brad said it does, but only within a specific context. We are looking at what 
can be done to not preclude transit. 

 Jeff noted that WisDOT should consider this an opportunity. He said that with all of 
the construction occurring between the Zoo Interchange and I-94 east-west 
corridor, now would be a good time to develop traffic mitigation measures such as a 



     
    

      
   

      
  

      
    

    
 

     
     

    
   

    
     

    

         
     

       
      

         
   

      
 

       
 

   
     

        
   

     
    

 

    
   

       
 

      
    

    
  

Hiawatha extension. He said DOT should address mitigation issues regarding traffic 
diversion that could help in the long run as well. 

o	 David told Jeff that DOT is looking at the Hiawatha route effectiveness 
suggested earlier to see if we could utilize that long-term. 

 Sandy Kellner asked if current transit alternatives or possible future transit options 
were being considered when eliminating options. 

o	 David explained that there were four things looked at in the Regional Plan: 
optimized land use; maximizing existing capacity within infrastructure; 
implementing transit plan provided by SEWRPC, and addressing the residual 
congestion through selected capacity expansion projects. 

o	 Ken Yunker/SEWRPC explained that the traffic forecast used for analysis 
assumes full implementation of the regional transportation plan. One 
component is a transit system plan that recommends doubling the current 
transit service; extension into new areas and expansion of hours; 
implementing true “express” routes operating on reserved lanes; and 
preferential signaling for mass transit. The assumption is that this plan is 
implemented in the forecast provided to WisDOT. 

 Ken clarified that the cemetery options show 4+2 in each direction = 6 total meaning 
it is a 12-lane section. He asked Brad to explain what “narrow at-grade” means. 

o	 Brad explained that there would be 4 lanes in each direction at existing 
ground level or one more lane added each way to current freeway. He said 
the 4th lane is necessary to achieve goals, but will result in reduced shoulder 
widths, and lanes would be reduced below standard size from 12 to 11. He 
added that Hawley Road and Mitchell Boulevard would also have to be 
eliminated for that option to work. 

 Ken responded that he sees why lanes and shoulders would be reduced, but 
wondered if that alternative was being set up to fail by eliminating access. He 
pointed out that the public has reacted negatively to elimination of access. He 
questioned the importance of retaining Mitchell Boulevard for the Brewers. 

o	 Brad agreed that eliminating Hawley Road exit is a huge deal. He explained 
that there will be ripple effects to expanding to 8 lanes. He said that the 
possibility of relocating Mitchell is on the table and that working with the 
public is important so the team can better understand and assess priorities 
(i.e. safety, performance, access, etc.) 

 Chris Fornal asked if consideration was being given to how the narrow-4-lane at-
grade would work in the winter. 

o	 Brad said winter had been considered and there would be storage issues 
and safety concerns. 

 Ken referenced the Turbine option on the Stadium interchange and sought 
clarification that it would be free flow. He said that essentially now it is free flow but 
metered, so it isn’t actually free flow. He asked if ramp meters would still exist in 
either interchange option. 



      
   

  
    

    

        
     

    
   

      
   

        
  

      
      

 

      
     

  
  

      
     

 

      
  

       
       

    

     

     
    

     
    

    

        
 

        
    

   
   

     
        

o	 David said this is being discussed internally. He explained that, although 
there is perception that metering is bad for the system, David sees it as 
managing the system based on mainline flow. He explained that metering 
spaces vehicles out 1 or 2 seconds apart and that the interchange wouldn’t 
be metered during non-peak hours, but possibly during peak flow. 

 Mike Maierle pointed out that this has been done in similar cities. He said that a 12-
lane freeway is very different from what we are used to and that the impacts might 
not be as bad as people think. He suggested utilizing graphics and 3D modeling to 
show people how it will look. 

 Mike Maierle also mentioned that economics and toll roads would be interesting to 
consider. He said other places have done this and it doesn’t cost more, but drivers 
get where they need to go faster so they’re tempted to jump on the freeway for one 
exit. Ramp metering helps. 

o	 Brad shared the example of one person at PIM #1 telling him not to get rid 
of 68th or Hawley because he got on one and off the other every day for 
work. 

 Jeff asked how the team takes into account on/off traffic that goes on the freeway 
for short distances, but has extended trips on side-roads. He cautioned the team not 
to refer to these as local trips just because they get on/off the freeway within the 
study area. 

o	 Brad explained that the Skycomp survey looked specifically at vehicles 
getting on or off. The data can tell if they go left or right after exiting the 
freeway, but nothing further. 

 Jeff stated that the percentages used may be misrepresenting the short on-off 
traffic as local traffic rather than extended trips. 

o	 Brad explained that the Skycomp survey was taken during AM and PM rush 
hours, not during off-peak hours or Brewer’s games, or an incident 
occurrence. He said that the 60/40 split seems like an accurate balance. 

 Jeff expressed concern about how people perceive the commuter numbers. 

o	 David said that is part of our goal – to make people realize it isn’t just a 
commuter route. He said it doesn’t matter if a vehicle gets on one exit and 
exits another right away; that vehicle has the same right to use the freeway 
as the commuters so it’s difficult to choose one group over the other. He 
explained that they are attempting to address public perception. 

o	 Brad requested that Jeff share if/where he sees holes in the logic and they 
would talk about it. 

 Jeff said that the City of Milwaukee has been consistent with their position since the 
plan was established. He stated they oppose capacity expansion, access removal, 
and double-decking because of the impacts. He expressed his concern that the 
narrow corridor will have dramatic impacts on adjacent neighborhoods. 

o	 David addressed capacity expansion. He explained that every project using 
federal funds needs to meet a particular LOS, C or higher. He acknowledged 



        
      

   
   

    
    

      
   

  

    
    

    
       

     
   

       
     

  

        
  

     

       
 

    

      

     

        

       
   

    

         
     

    

    
 

   

        
  

    
   

      

that if designed to LOS C or higher, the impacts will be much greater. David 
said that the team has agreed that designing to LOS C in an urban area could 
have dramatic impacts, so, with the approval of FHWA, WisDOT is designing 
for LOS D or better. He explained that they’ve heard that the public’s 
perception is the project is about adding capacity, but in reality it’s about 
addressing the level of service in 2040. He said the team is trying to address 
congestion, not just capacity expansion. He stated that access is a tough 
issue, and that Mitchell Boulevard, for example, is used by many groups, not 
just the Brewers. 

 Jeff acknowledged that the challenges are endless, but wanted to know what 
impacts will be to the neighborhoods. He expressed concern that all of the 
alternatives, no matter what their LOS, would impact the neighborhoods and that’s 
what the City opposes. He said freeway access points have been there for a long 
time and neighborhoods basically established themselves around that access. He 
articulated that development will be impacted if access is changed. He said the City 
is looking out for their interests and representing those who will be impacted. He 
asked if the 3-D visualization will show what the double-deck will look like from 
different neighborhoods so they can see how it will impact neighborhoods visually. 

o	 David explained that the DOT is obligated to consider double-decking and 
that it was recommended in SEWRPC plan. 

o	 Brad stated that the visualization would be from different angles. 

 Chris Hiebert asked if the team has looked at how shadows are thrown based on 
times of day. 

o	 Brad said that wasn’t done. 

o	 David explained that it was originally designed to be 25-40 feet high. 

 Jim Stenzl asked if mitigation funding is being considered for local arterials. 

o	 Brad said the team will be using templates to figure out cost. 

 Ken explained that the double-deck through cemetery area was identified earlier by 
the DOT and that it is necessary to look at the full range of alternatives and doing 
the preliminary engineering necessary to eliminate options. 

 Chris Fornal noted that the traffic volume on local streets would decrease when the 
current LOS F in many places improves to a LOS D. He questioned whether or not 
consideration was given to the shift from arterials to the freeway. 

o	 Brad answered that the forecasting being done by SEWRPC is reflective of 
what traffic change impacts will be. 

 Mike Thompson asked how the project would affect ATC. 

o	 Brad said the team is working with ATC and We Energies regularly and 
asking for their feedback, i.e. what are procedures and logistics involved, 
steps we need to take, etc. He said that communication will continue as the 
project moves forward. 

 Pete Holtz said that ATC isn’t moving off of the corridor. 



        
    

      
    

       
       

   

     

 

 

 Barb Mikolajczyk said that, because the project would be related to roadway 
relocation, a Public Service Commission process isn’t required. 

 Mike Thompson asked what the public is saying about environmental issues and 
said that DNR has not heard any concerns about air or water issues. 

o	 Brad said that the double-deck had raised some questions about air quality, 
noise, stormwater, snow removal, etc. He said that none stood out more 
than others, but that stakeholders have expressed concerns. 

After receiving no more questions, Jason closed by thanking the group for their time and input. 











 

 
 

   

   
    

 

    
     

    
     

      
  

   

  

 

  
     

      
  

       
    

    

      
       

  

        

    
     

  
 

     
  

       
   

   
  

   
   

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #4 

May 15, 2013 
Attendees: See sign-in sheets. 

David Nguyen called meeting to order at 10:05. He welcomed everyone and reminded them that the 
next round of public information meetings (PIMs) are to be held next week. The group introduced 
themselves. 

Tony Barth thanked the group for coming and emphasized the importance of these meetings. He 
showed a slide presentation about the corridor, its features, project challenges, the project schedule, 
the EIS status, what will be presented at PIM #4, the importance of public comment and concerns, 
design modifications made as a result of feedback, and next steps for the project. 

Brad Heimlich emphasized that the project remains a work in progress. He presented the range of 
alternatives that are proposed to remain under consideration and requested feedback on the 
Department’s findings and screening recommendations after the presentation. 

Following the presentation, a round-table discussion was initiated. 

Comments/Questions from Committee Members 

 Debra Jensen asked if there is a profile available to demonstrate double-decking. She asked 
about public concerns – has the team received height or underground concerns from the public? 

o	 David said that noise concerns have been expressed. He referred to the visualizations to 
see what the double-deck would look like. 

o	 Brad said that, from the public’s perspective, many would prefer an underground, or 
“all-down” solution. However, that is a significantly more expensive solution with a 
number of complications (drainage, ventilation, fire suppression, constructability, etc.) 

o	 David mentioned that retaining access from an underground solution to an interchange 
with Hawley Road and the crossing of Mitchell Boulevard (which would need to pass 
over I-94) would be more difficult. 

 Debra asked what would happen in the vacated areas if the freeway was moved off-alignment. 

o	 Brad explained that there are some grading challenges with the existing topography on 
the east end of the project (north side is high, and south side in the Valley is low), but 
the Department would investigate those parcels for redevelopment, water quality, or 
other purposes. 

 Mike Duckett asked about C1 (the narrow, 8-lane at-grade typical section through the Cemetery 
section) and what the reasons are for its screening. 

o	 Brad said that the issues include the required elimination of the Hawley Road 
interchange, reduced lane width (from 12’ to 11’), and minimal shoulder widths. He said 
that the Department has worked hard to find a way to retain the Hawley Road 
interchange, but ramp proximity to the cemeteries would require grave relocations.  In 
addition, several more homes would be impacted. He explained that crash analysis 
predicts a 60% increase in post-reconstruction crashes if this narrow typical section is 



 
 

    

      
 

 

 

    

       
      

       
   

  
   

        
       

  

    
      

   
        

 
  

      
     

  

       
 

   
 

    

  

       

       
     

 

    
   

       
    

built, rather than a full-width typical section (at-grade, or via use of a double-deck 
structure). 

 Len Roecker asked if FHWA would even approve the at-grade option. 

o	 Brad said they have indicated that they would consider it, if it would be in-place for a 
very short project segment and the impacts resulting from a double-deck solution are 
significant in comparison. 

Visualizations 

The group went through all of the visualizations. 

 Mike Duckett expressed concern about a signalized intersection on Miller Park Way, on game 
days, for Alternative S2 (the modified single-point interchange). 

o	 David said that the team had looked at this and that there are about a dozen weekday 
games each year that unload Brewer lots at the same time as the afternoon rush hour. 
He said that there are more than a dozen outlets available to exiting traffic, and traffic 
modeling and simulations will look at traffic operations in this area. 

o	 David said the team will look at traffic numbers. He explained that the study team will 
be analyzing freeway and ramp operations based on 12,000 parking stalls and the 
Brewers’ stated goal of 45 minutes to clear the lots. 

o	 Marty said that they will analyze how many people are using the freeway and how they 
would be impacted by the proposed designs. During a night game “spill”, 1,200 vehicles 
can be accommodated, while the demand is around 1,100 vehicles. There is flexibility 
with the signal design: because cross traffic is limited to two left turns (southbound to 
eastbound, and northbound to westbound), a two-phase signal with significant green-
time preference to those left turns should handle that additional demand. 

o	 Brad said that getting the I-94 left-turn exit movements (westbound to southbound and 
eastbound to northbound) out of the signalized intersection significantly simplifies the 
phasing and increases the intersection’s capacity. 

 Chris Fornal asked about cost difference between the “all-up” and “all-down” double-deck 
concepts. 

o	 Brad said that the team is looking into construction and long-term (maintenance) cost 
differences. 

 Chris asked if mitigation costs are considered. 

o	 Brad said mitigation costs are considered. 

 Debra asked about stormwater handling and mitigation and stated that it would be complex. 

o	 Brad said a stormwater analysis is underway, and that a lot of good practices and 
lessons learned would be applied from previous projects, such as the Marquette 
Interchange. 

 Mike Thompson said that from an environmental perspective, there are no significant hazards. 
He said they are working on air quality concerns, and will also consider stormwater. 

 Len Roecker said that the double-deck, based on the visualizations prepared, appears to be 
“boxed-in” (closed walls), and asked if any of it would be open. 



    

 
   

     
 

    
   

 

   
  

   

  

o	 Brad said that is one scenario;  the team is also looking at openings. 

o	 Tom Pettit said that if, based on construction costs and maintenance issues including 
ventilation, it can’t be closed completely, the section might look something like how the 
I-43 southbound to I-94 westbound ramps underneath 11th Street within the Marquette 
Interchange appears today. 

Brad asked if there were any more questions, and then invited the group to look at the alternatives and 
PIM displays. He said the team is available for questions or comments as needed individually. 

The meeting was then concluded, and attendees reviewed the displays and discussed them with team 
members in a one-on-one format. 

The meeting concluded at 11:45am. 







 

        

                               
                               
                       
                             
    

           

    

             

 

     

       

 

               

           

   

         

           

 

                               
                              

                                      
                               

 

                      

                            
     

                              

                    

                            
                             

                     

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #5 
July 29, 2013 
Attendees: See sign‐in sheets.
 

Jason Lynch called meeting to order at 1:35. He welcomed everyone and asked for introductions. He
 
went through project background, schedule, and the current status of the study. He explained how the
 
current recommended alternatives were chosen and introduced PIM exhibits. He emphasized the
 
importance of continued public feedback and how the feedback received so far has impacted the
 
decision‐making process.
 

Charlie Webb presented the current recommendations:
 

West Leg
 

Keep 68th & 70th, CD‐road concept 

Cemetery 

Double‐deck, or 

At grade, 8‐lane 

Stadium 

Hybrid of free‐flow ramps and signalized; moved south 

Mitchell Blvd interchange moved further east 

East Leg 

Braided ramps, keep interchanges open 

Move I‐94 south (east of 28th) 

Charlie explained that some of the alternatives presented at PIM #3 have been screened from further 
consideration based on PIM #3 feedback and additional engineering and traffic analysis. In the time 
since PIM #3, no new alternatives have been introduced. He referred to the PIM # 4 display of the 
entire corridor and suggested that members take time to look at the board after his presentation. 

Q&A 

 Debra asked for clarification about the double‐deck being all‐up or part‐down. 

o	 Charlie explained that there still needs to be more work done to figure out 
constructability, ventilation, etc. 

o	 Brian Black pointed out that signing and lighting would still be a concern as well. 

 Brian then asked if it would occupy the current footprint. 

o	 Charlie said it would use all of the existing highway right‐of‐way through the cemetery 
area, and that no new property would be acquired from any of the abutting cemeteries. 

Charlie showed renderings of what the double deck would look like. 



                  

                            
                         
                       

             

                           
                             

         

                               
   

          

                                    
                          
                             

                                
             

                    

                                    
             

                            
       

                            
               

                        
                

                 
                               
                       
                         

                         
                           

     

                                  
                    

                              

                          

                                
         

                              
                       
   

 Brian asked if the deck would be completely closed. 

o	 Charlie explained that the decision hasn’t been made yet. He mentioned that the VA 
preferred closed, but that having both sides fully enclosed would create some lighting, 
ventilation, and fire protection challenges regardless of whether the lower level were 
below the existing freeway elevation or not. 

Charlie then introduced the crash prediction data created by the Enhanced Interchange Safety Analysis 
Tool (ISATe). He explained that this is just one component of how decisions are made. 

Tony introduced the “fly‐through” video. 

Jason explained that the eastbound lanes are on top of the double‐deck to accommodate access points 
and signage. 

 Mike asked about Zablocki Drive. 

o	 Charlie explained that it is an access point to the VA complex. He said that it couldn’t be 
kept as‐is with and “all‐up” double‐deck option; in that scenario, Zablocki Drive would 
be moved east, next to Mitchell Boulevard. It would run parallel to Mitchell, but not 
connect to Mitchell on either side of I‐94. He said that VA representatives the team has 
met with are comfortable with that decision. 

 Jeff Polenske asked why all of the alternatives increase capacity. 

o	 Charlie said that LOS D cannot be met with only three lanes, so four lanes is the only 
way to meet the Purpose and Need. 

o	 Jeff stated that the City of Milwaukee’s position will not be changing (opposed to 
expansion of any sort). 

 Mark McComb noted that the public asked about transit options and questioned what WisDOT 
is doing in reaction to public transit concerns. 

o	 Charlie explained that FHWA and WisDOT develop projects to be consistent with 
recommendations contained within SEWRPC’s Regional Transportation Plan. The 
SEWRPC plan includes a “Travel Demand Management‐Plus” improvement scenario, 
which includes a doubling of transit service in‐place at the time of the plan update, and 
system recommendations are made to deal with the residual demand and congestion 
remaining after such an increase in transit. The alternatives don’t preclude any elements 
of plan recommendations. He said that people request why WisDOT doesn’t use more 
money on transit, and explained that WisDOT is not permitted by statute to fund 
transit‐related capital improvements. 

 Brian noted that there are two alternatives for the cemetery section, but only one for the rest. 
He requested new drawings to reflect the change for utilities. 

o Jason said that we would continue to work with them and exchange info as needed. 

o Charlie pointed out that the visualization video will also go online if possible. 

 Jeff asked about transit design, and if WisDOT is planning some sort of transit mitigation within 
corridor during construction and beyond. 

o	 Charlie said that it would likely be provided, as this project will follow the precedent 
established on previous WisDOT freeway projects like the Marquette, Mitchell, and Zoo 
Interchange projects. 



                                    
                   

                  

                          
                 

                               

                              
          

                        
                     

                       
             

                          
                         
                           
 

                         

         

                             

                               

 

 

 

 

 

 Jeff asked if there would be involvement with cities and counties, or if it would be an internal 
process within WisDOT. He would like to see comprehensive involvement. 

o	 Carrie asked if he meant long‐term or during construction. 

o	 Jeff clarified that he would like to see the investment in construction mitigation 
approach plan for long‐term instead of just during construction. 

o	 Charlie said that preliminary design phase would be the time that would be looked at. 

o	 Tony said that we have gotten groups together on projects like these and would include 
transit and cities, counties, etc. 

o	 Brad explained that newer technologies would allow for long‐term mitigation instead of 
just temporary fixes, citing improvements being implemented along Highway 100 and 
elsewhere that respond to traffic volume and pattern changes dynamically as they 
relate to freeway and non‐freeway travel patterns. 

o	 Jason mentioned that, with input from BTO and some other groups, long‐term fixes 
would be explored instead of conventional construction diversion. He said that we are 
already looking at those issues during the study phase instead of farther along in 
process. 

 Mark asked if access is combined for Hwy. 41 with 68th/70th access. 

o Charlie said it is. 

Charlie invited the group to look around and ask questions of team members as needed. 

After a period of one‐on‐one discussions at the PIM #4 boards, the meeting concluded at 2:50pm. 













        

 

                           
                           
                                 

     

 

                                   
                           
                               

                           
                              

                                 
                                 

                              
                           
                       
                                     
                         
                             
            

                             
                 

                             
                               
               

                           
                               
                                 
                   

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #6 
June 5, 2014 
Attendees: See sign‐in sheets. 

Introductions 
Mike Treazise called meeting to order at 10:00 AM. He welcomed everyone and introduced 
himself as the new WisDOT Project Manager. Brad Heimlich then asked everyone to introduce 
themselves. He gave an outline of what will be discussed and invited the group to ask questions 
as they arise. 

Schedule 
He showed the study schedule and said that it has been extended by 12 months in reaction to 
public feedback and the refinements made to alternatives based upon that feedback. He noted 
that the Draft EIS will be completed in November and the public hearing is planned for 
December. The comment period would continue for 45 days. The preferred alternative will be 
chosen in early 2015. If funding approval is received, construction would take place in 2019. 

Meeting Purpose and Need 
He explained that the goal is to create alternatives to meet Purpose and Need for the project. 
He showed a slide demonstrating that, within a 7‐county region, 32% of the jobs, 26% of the 
population, and 41% of businesses are within a 5‐mile radius of the Stadium Interchange. Brad 
then defined VMT (vehicle miles traveled) and showed that driving trends are reduced overall 
for various reasons including teleworking and economic factors. However, studies have shown 
that interstate travel has continued to increase at a rate of .5%. Brad said that safety is a huge 
factor in the decision. He noted that the Marquette Interchange reconstruction has reduced 
crashes by 48%, and severe (injury and fatality) crashes are down 60% over the three‐year 
period since it was formally opened. 

Alternative Update 
Brad explained that the project was originally broken down into four segments. This has been 
reduced to two segments, the West and East Legs. 

Charlie Webb showed the at‐grade alternative and explained that it won’t allow for a Hawley 
Road ramp to and from the east safely without removing graves. He explained that a new 
option is being presented for a half interchange. 

Charlie introduced the new east leg changes, which includes moving the interstate about 500 
feet south of the existing alignment. He explained that this would improve the sight line and 
allow room for ramps to tie in to 27th Street, but the downside would be more businesses 
would be impacted than would be with the on‐alignment alternative. 



                           
                           
            

                               
                    

                             
                                
                               

                 

                         
                          

                                 
                               

                           
                   

                           
                               
   

                          
                             

                           
                         
            

                              
                           

                                     
                             
                             
                           

      

                              
                                 

               

                           
                             
                               
         

                      
                         

He then showed the on‐alignment alternative which would be pulled slightly south (50 feet) 
which improves sight distance slightly but impacts fewer properties. The ramps would be longer 
and safer than they are currently. 

He said that the only two changes since the last meeting are consideration of the half 
interchange at Hawley and reintroduction of the nearly “on‐alignment” alternative. 

Charlie introduced the Story Hill neighborhood and explained that there is concern for how the 
double deck would impact the area. He showed that the lanes would still be higher around 
Story Hill. To demonstrate what the freeway would look like, he showed an exhibit showing a 
cross‐section of the freeway in comparison to the neighborhood. 

The next slide showed a three‐dimensional view of the Stadium Interchange. Charlie showed 
how traffic would flow, and stressed that there would be no left‐hand ramps. 

Project costs by category for the 8 lane at grade alternative were explained next using a pie 
chart graphic. Brad said that 35% of the cost ($300 million) is for pavement and bridge 
replacement. 53% ($465 million) is for the geometric improvement. 12% ($100 million) is the 
cost of adding the fourth mainline lane in each direction. 

For the double deck alternative, 62% ($685 million) is for geometric improvement. 27% ($300 
million) is for pavement and bridge replacement. 11% ($120 million) is for the addition of a 
fourth lane. 

	 Deb asked what percent would be for stormwater management. Brad responded that it 
is included in. He said he doesn’t know off‐hand, but could get her that number. 

The next slide demonstrated how Purpose and Need elements are addressed in each segment 
by comparing the double deck and at‐grade alternatives. Brad explained that the 8‐lane at‐
grade partially addresses Purpose and Need. 

	 Karen Schmiechen asked if the shoulders would be 12 feet wide. Charlie said that the 
shoulders would not be 12 feet wide through the cemetery on either alternative. Double 
deck would be 11 feet, but the at‐grade would be even less. Karen asked if there is a full 
12 foot shoulder along the rest of the corridor. Charlie said it would be everywhere 
except the cemetery. Karen explained that there wouldn’t be room to pull over in an 
emergency situation. Charlie said the shoulder width could be wider on one side but 
agreed with Karen. 

	 Kevin Kaari asked about reversing lanes in AM and PM. Charlie explained that we looked 
at that and there is a 50/50 directional split between east and west. To make that work 
efficiently one would need a 70/30 directional split. 

Brad then showed a slide discussing the timeline of the alternatives throughout the project. 
Brad reinforced that the half‐diamond interchange is fairly new and needs to be studied at 
length because of geometric constraints but that it had been created due to the public concerns 
about eliminating Hawley Road access. 

	 Chris Hiebert suggested that FHWA most likely wouldn’t approve a half‐interchange. 
Bethaney responded that because of the unique challenges on this project and that 



                           
 

                              
                   

                                 
                             
 

                          
                  

                              
                             
                               
                                 
                             

                             
                  

                                  
                             
                             
                             
                        

                              
                           
                     

                           
                             
                       
                               

                               
                               

                               
                               

                             
                         

                             
                             
                           

there wouldn’t be large environmental impacts, the FHWA has not ruled out the partial 
interchange. 

	 Len Roecker asked if the 8 lane at‐grade would be approved with no shoulders. Charlie 
said we don’t know if the exception would be approved. 

Brad stressed that a preferred alternative has not been chosen at this time. He noted there are 
clear pros and cons of both alternatives, some more significant than others including cost and 
safety. 

	 Travis Willer asked about the Hawley half interchange and what the diversion impacts 
would be. Brad said we are quantifying those numbers. 

	 Karen asked about cross sections for Story Hill. She said the newsletter referred to all 
up, partially down, and at‐grade. She asked what the cross section refers to. Charlie said 
all up is being depicted. She asked what partially down would look like. Charlie said it 
would be four or five feet lower. She said it would be more expensive, but would reduce 
impacts. Charlie explained that there are two options still on the table for the double 
deck alternative. The all down option would be an additional $200 million plus a full 
closure for a six to nine month time period. 

	 Pete Daniels asked about the ATC corridor and if it would be cheaper to move them and 
utilize the corridor for traffic. Christine explained that the cemetery is part of that issue 
and that wires couldn’t be put over the graves (would need an easement from each 
grave). Charlie said that it was not an option and had already been studied. Brad 
explained that traffic diversion is an adverse effect being addressed as well. 

	 Ghassan asked if WisDOT is putting the burden upon FHWA to make the decision about 
one alternative because it has so many concerns associated with it. Bethaney said that 
all of the considerations were being weighed carefully on this matter. 

Section 106 Process 
Charlie presented the environmental and historical ramifications of the project. He said that the 
historical impacts have been a significant part of this study. He showed the cemeteries and 
explained that Wood National Cemetery and the buildings are (NHL) National Historic 
Landmarks, which are protected at a national and state level. He then explained that the double 
deck would have adverse effects on the cemetery. Calvary and Story Hill are eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historical Places. He said that legally the groups affected by the 
impacts need to be consulted with. The team has been meeting with these groups for months 
discussing the impacts. He said that, so far, it has been determined that the 8‐lane at‐grade 
would not create an adverse effect, but that the double deck would. Mitigation is being 
discussed at this time. He noted that the process is called Section 106. 

Public Information 
Beth Foy said that the newsletters and ads for the public information meetings have been 
placed in various places. She said that the meetings are taking place at Marquette University 
High School and Pettit Center. She mentioned that CAC and Elected Officials meetings were 



                                   
                               
                                 
                                   
                       

                                   
                   

                                   
     

 

 

taking place today and that team members will also be at State Fair in the expo center, which 
averages about 200 people an hour in foot traffic. Beth explained that physical models will be 
available after State Fair. She said if anyone wanted the team to speak at local meetings to 
please request this, but that the models are very large and may not fit in every venue. She 
noted that they will also be available to view at the hearing. 

She said that a suggestion was made at the CAC to create more cross sections and that the 
group was going to address this suggestion before the PIM. 

Brad ended the formal part of the meeting at 11:00 AM and invited the group to view exhibits 
and ask questions. 
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